Introduction
In developing countries, nearly 570 million women or 60 percent of the population reside in rural areas and live below the poverty line. Recent research by the International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD) reveals that, in these countries, it is women who are most engaged in the production of food crops. In Africa, food crop output estimates indicate that women produce 70 percent of foodstuffs. The poor women of these countries are responsible for producing food crops both for the market and for the subsistence of their households. As a result, the poorer the household, the heavier is the burden of these two essential responsibilities.
The main objective of this paper is to gain a better understanding of the poverty of female-headed households (FHH) . Knowledge of the characteristics of these households may lead to a better design of strategies likely to help reduce their level of poverty. This paper will investigate the determinants of poverty by gender of household head and by area of residence, in order to develop strategies by region and by administrative division of the country, in the context of decentralization.
Poverty
Poverty analysis deals with two essential dimensions. The first dimension involves the identification of individuals or households who are poor. The second dimension involves the development of the best possible methods to understand and appreciate the relative importance of poverty within a given population.
Poverty is defined as the welfare an individual must attain in order to satisfy the minimal acceptable living standards of the society of reference (Aho et al., 1997) . The evaluation of poverty is a difficult problem to solve. According to the utilitarian (welfarist) approach, each individual has a utility function, and only the individual can assess his welfare. From an economic policy perspective, this approach recommends an increase in productivity, employment, and income, in order to reduce poverty. This is commonly referred to as the income (or monetary) approach to poverty analysis. The non-utilitarian (or nonwelfarist) approach puts emphasis on deprivations. According to its supporters, an individual is poor when s/he is unable to satisfy her/his basic needs. These needs are of vital importance to survival, and vary as a function of gender and age.
A poverty indicator is a measurable proxy variable, as close to reality as possible, of a particular dimension from the poverty space. A poverty indicator is different from a poverty measure or from a poverty index. An indicator determines whether a household or any other statistical unit used, is poor or non-poor (i.e. poverty measure). A poverty index measures the proportion of poor individuals within a population.
From a practical point of view, welfare is assessed in terms of the consumption of goods and services. The eventual difficulties arising from this approach are linked to the very nature of the data used: Consumption is a datum generally relating to a household, whereas welfare is assessed on an individual level. Household size also introduces some measurement biases, because households with the same level of consumption do not necessarily enjoy the same well-being if their sizes are different. According to Lachaud (1998) , "many studies and economic reforms in Africa or elsewhere are based on specific assumptions concerning the appreciation of the living standards of individuals. One of these assumptions posits the pre-eminence of the household taken as a unit, thus implying that the welfare of individuals is assimilated to the average living standard of the household to which these individuals belong."
Surveys conducted by Agnes Quisumbing and Joseph A. Maluccio (2000) in countries such as Bangladesh, Indonesia, Egypt, and South Africa, reveal the existence of a strong correlation between individual characteristics, negotiating power, and individual capital ownership and control of assets at the time of marriage. Analysis for these countries rejected the unitary household model as a basis for explaining household behavior.
On a theoretical level, this "common preferences" approach to household behavior can be found in two distinct models, namely Samuelson's (1956) consensus of opinion model and Becker's (1974 Becker's ( ,1981 altruistic model. In Samuelson's consensus model, family behavior is formulated as a single utility function maximization problem. According to Samuelson, household members agree to maximize a common welfare function incorporating their distinct individual utilities, subject to a joint budget constraint that brings together the incomes of all household members. Consequently, the household behaves as a single decision maker with a single joint budget constraint and utility function involving the consumption and leisure of all household members (Koné, 2002) .
The measurement of poverty requires a poverty line and consumption adjusted for the number of individuals in the household. To determine a poverty line, one must establish an acceptable minimum threshold reflecting minimum living standards in the society. This leads to a distinction between an absolute poverty line and a relative poverty line. An absolute poverty line requires the identification of the minimum intake of calories required to cover daily needs (i.e. 2400 cal/day). The expenditure necessary to reach the 2400 calories derived from the most commonly consumed foodstuffs is then determined. In postulating, for example, that non-food needs represent half of food needs, a poverty line can be constructed. Any individual whose adjusted consumption per head does not reach this level is considered to be poor. Indeed, FHHs generally contain a greater number of individuals and a larger proportion of dependents (e.g. children, the elderly, etc.). These dependents are, by definition, mainly supported by women, whose average income is lower than that of men because they have more limited access to remunerative employment and to productive resources such as land, credit, and technology. In addition, female heads must also single-handedly assume family responsibilities. In the case of developing countries, they are often responsible for subsistence production, which leads them to choose less financially rewarding and homebased kinds of jobs or occupations. This employment provides them with working conditions that are more conducive to the education of children, household duties, and domestic production activities.
Households headed by women who must take charge of their children are among the poorest. If the latter do not have a minimum level of income at their disposal, they will have no choice but to hand down poverty as a legacy to their offspring. This legacy of poverty is more common for girls than for boys, as girls are often obliged to drop out of school in order to take care of their younger brothers and sisters while their mother is working. Research conducted in Brazil, Zambia, and the Philippines has revealed that the likelihood of survival for children in FHHs is lower than that of other children. Studies also show that when women have well-paying jobs, they are more disposed than men to devote their earnings to the welfare of their children (e.g. provision of education, nutrition, etc.).
Data Sources
Available data sources contain very little information on expenditures by specific household members. Therefore, it is difficult to measure intra-household poverty. Generally speaking, a large number of studies have revealed "sexual bias" in the allocation of tasks and resources within the household in terms of food, consumption goods, investment in education, and health. This allocation is often based on age, gender, and children's birth order. The study uses data from surveys conducted at the national level by the National
Institute of Statistics and Economic Analysis (INSAE). These surveys focus on the measurement of household living standards and are presented in the following section.
Survey of Living Conditions in Rural Areas: Second Edition (ECVR2, 1999)
Benin's territory is divided into twelve departments. From a geographical standpoint, the rural area comprises 11 departments (Alibori, Atacora, Atlantique, Borgou, Collines, Couffo, Donga, Mono, Ouémé, Plateau, and Zou). The ECVR2 survey collected data in four phases, each of a month's duration, during the year in order to account for seasonal variations, which exert a significant influence on the living conditions in rural areas. The ECVR2 sample contains 2,325 households. Relative to the ECVR1 survey (1994), ECVR2's sample size increased from 1,350 to 2,325 to ensure that all departments resulting from the new territorial partition be represented in the survey. It should be noted that the ECVR2 sample, which incorporates ECVR1's sample excepting data losses, has made it possible to have a panel subsample for monitoring purposes.
The Light Household Survey (ELAM)
This survey monitors household characteristics and behavior, including vulnerable groups in urban areas. Urban areas are comprised of cities such as Abomey-Bohicon, Parakou, Cotonou, Porto-Novo, Kandi, Nattitingou, Djougou, Ouidah, Lokossa, and
Aplahoué. The ELAM is repeated every year with a follow-up sample of households that have already been interviewed during the preceding round, and a control sample that is independent of the one obtained from the preceding phase of the survey. ELAM was used to construct an urban poverty profile by including in the questionnaire an additional section on in Ouidah, Lokossa, Aplahoué, Kandi, Nattitingou, and Djougou (a total of 3200 households).
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Indicators and Concepts Used
The research team used total household expenditure, including the valuation of household self-consumption, as the living standard indicator in order to assess poverty. The determination of poverty lines constitutes one of the most important steps in the measurement of this phenomenon. Three poverty lines were considered, namely: a food poverty line (FPT), a non-food poverty line (N-FPT), and an overall poverty line (OPT), obtained by adding up the two preceding ones.
These poverty lines were calculated in terms of adult equivalents for both ECVR1 and ECVR2. They differ according to cities and departments, as well as according to the order of survey phases (in the case of ECVR2, the overall poverty line used belongs to the fourth survey phase). The following poverty indices were adopted:
-the poverty headcount, i.e. the percentage of households below the poverty line;
-the poverty gap, i.e. the ratio of the gap between the average expenditure of the poor and the poverty line, on one hand, and the poverty line itself, on the other -the poverty severity index, corresponds to the FGT P2 index shown in the box below.
Box: Foster's Poverty Indicators
Source: The Foster et al. (1984) class of poverty indices.
Let P be the class of decomposable poverty indicators. If f(x) is the probability density of a living standard indicator X (expenditure or income per adult equivalent, for instance), then for a poverty line z, P is written as:
is a decreasing function of x, an increasing function of z, and homogenous of degree 0 in x and z. If we assume that P, the poverty indicator, belongs to the class of indicators proposed by Foster, then we can write:
With a sample of size n (x 1 , x 2 ,….,x n ) , the index Pα is estimated by:
If α =0, we obtain P 0 , which is the incidence of poverty or headcount index, i.e. the proportion of the poor;
If α =1, then we obatin P 1 or the poverty gap, which represents the depth of poverty;
If α =2, P 2 is the poverty severity index, which captures inequality among the poor.
Situational Poverty Analysis in Benin
Since 1995, the incidence of poverty has remained relatively stable in Benin. Over the 1999-2000 period, 29.9 percent of the population was identified as being poor compared to 28.9 percent in 1994. Despite the stability of poverty incidence, the severity of poverty has increased, revealing more pronounced inequality among the poor.
Poverty is more pronounced in rural areas. In the 1994-95 period, the percentage of poor within the rural population amounted to 30.4 percent, while it was 24.2 percent for the urban population. In both of these areas, the poverty gap index and the severity index were not significantly different at the 5 percent level. In the 1999-2000 period, poverty remained mainly rural, but inequality became more pronounced among the poor, even though the intensity of the phenomenon was similar in both areas (Ahoyo, 2000) .
According to the above statistics, poverty is more rural than urban, but it is less intense and less severe in rural areas. The severity of poverty in urban areas could be the consequence of the installation of migrant rural households in the peripheral areas of cities.
Subsisting on very low purchasing power, these households are more marginalized in the cities, where their experience of poverty is more pronounced than in their areas of origin.
Poverty According to Gender
The study of the household's "black box" has revealed that gender matters. Indeed, it manifests itself through a more or less clear separation of the male and female spheres, and through a variable allocation of resources and time, again according to the gender of household members. Highlighting gender asymmetry in terms of the household's internal structure has constituted a basis for the renewal of the micro-social foundations of development. Consequently, it is generally accepted that women are the poorest human beings, because their socio-economic conditions do not allow them to have access to education and credit. Of the 1.3 billion poor people in the world, 70% are women (PNUD, 1994) . However, poor women are difficult to identify because available data sources usually only have information on living standards at the household level. Therefore, it is impossible to measure the real poverty level of women in the household. Instead, we examine the poverty of households headed by women in this study. Although both MHHs and FHHs experience poverty, the results of table 1 reveal that the phenomenon affects more MHHs than FHHs. However, it is useful to determine the causes of differential poverty between urban and rural areas. This approach will help define poverty reduction strategies according to gender and area of residence.
Incidence of Poverty by Area of Residence and Gender of Head
The ECVR2 and ELAM samples make it possible to undertake poverty analysis at Benin's departmental and municipal levels. This level of analysis provides a better understanding of the geographical distribution of the poor and a better definition of sectoral strategies by area.
Rural Areas
Of the 2,000 households surveyed, 13.8 percent are headed by women, which is in keeping with the shares in the 1992 census (Table 1A in These statistics show that the fight against poverty must consider both geography and gender. The incidence of poverty is not the same for male-and female-headed households throughout departments (Table 2) . Generally speaking, the highest incidence of poverty is found in the Couffo department, but when gender is taken into account, we find that MHHs have a more pronounced incidence. One of the basic reasons for this difference in the incidence of poverty is that in the Couffo department, men's principal occupation is fishing, which leads them to migrate very often, and makes them unstable in their activities.
In the Borgou department, which ranks second on the national level, poverty affects both MHHs (also second in rank) and FHHs, who occupy the first departmental rank. The small number of FHHs surveyed there (seven, representing 2.5 percent of FHHs) may explain the high incidence of poverty among FHHs in the Douga department. Poverty is least prevalent in the Atacora, Mono, and Zou departments. The differential analysis of women's activities according to ethnic group shows that women in these departments are very active in agriculture where they are present. This occupation affords them the financial autonomy that women in other departments do not enjoy. In other districts, the incidence of poverty hovers around the national average.
FHHs are sometimes more disadvantaged than MHHs within the same department.
The most significant example of this is in the Ouémé department, where FHHs are ranked second, while MHHs are ranked ninth in poverty incidence (Table 2) , with the implication that FHHs are very poor in the peripheral urban areas. This may have some impact on the poverty level in urban areas. Urban areas usually accommodate destitute migrant workers from rural areas. The latter migrate to urban areas seeking supposed jobs, thus increasing the proportion of the poor, and particularly, of the poorest. Rural exodus continues to significantly influence urban poverty in Benin.
Urban Areas
The census registers more FHHs in urban areas than in rural areas (Table 2A in the appendix). In Ouidah, about one out of two households is headed by a woman (49%). PortoNovo and Abomey-Bohicon follow, where it is noted that one in four households is headed by a woman. If we compare household expenditures using the overall poverty line of 156 990 FCFA per year for urban areas, it is observed that, on average, 28.3 percent of FHHs experience difficulties in satisfying most of their food and non-food needs (Table 3 ). These problems worsen in the large cities of Cotonou and Porto-Novo, where respectively 42 and 36.8 percent of FHHs live below the overall poverty line. Cotonou has the largest concentration of poor people of all cities. Ranked first among the ten cities surveyed, it has the highest poverty incidence among both FHHs and MHHs (Table 3) . It is an attractive city, accommodating people leaving agriculture to seek city employment. It also attracts unemployed migrants and young people.
Cotonou has 11.9 percent of the registered young unemployed, compared with 8.8
percent for the cities of Parakou, and Abomey-Bohicon (Charmes, 1996 
Poverty Gap by Area of Residence and Gender of Head
We now measure the depth of poverty by the ratio of the gap in expenditure of the poor with respect to the poverty line and the poverty line itself. The poverty gap is twice as deep if the expenditure of the poor is, on average, 80 percent of the poverty line rather than if it stands at 90 percent. In a given department or area, incidence may be low, while depth is high. This means that fewer individuals are poor, but those that are poor are poorer.
Generally speaking, MHHs have a slightly higher depth of poverty than FHHs in rural areas.
In some areas, however, we observe greater poverty gaps among FHHs than MHHs (Table   3A in the appendix). This trend is observed in rural and urban areas alike. The poverty gap measures the depth of poverty (Table 4) . When all is said and done, FHHs are poorer than MHHs. Because the poverty gap is 1.11 for FHHs against 0.95 for MHHs, this means that FHHs are on average 1.17 times poorer than MHHs. In some departments, the difference in the depth of poverty becomes more pronounced. Thus, in Atacora, the poverty gap is 3.6 times greater for FHHs than for MHHs: 2.35 for FHHs vs. 0.66 for MHHs). In examining the Atacora and Atlantique departments, results show that the depth of poverty varies according to area of residence: FHH poverty in Atacora is 3.6 times more intense than in the Atantique department (I=2.35 and I=0.66).
Rural Areas
The departments of Atacora, Collines, and Mono present the highest poverty gaps for FHHs. These results show that the fight against poverty constitutes a greater concern in some rural areas than in others. In rural areas, the depth of poverty among FHHs is sometimes greater than among MHHs in urban areas. Poverty turns out to be deeper and more variable in cities than in rural areas. In Parakou, FHH is 5.61 times deeper than in Porto-Novo. In urban areas, differences in poverty depth between FHHs and MHHs vary between cities. Whereas the largest poverty gap among MHHs is 1.36 in Ouidah, it reaches 4.04 among FHHs in Parakou (Table 5) .
Urban Areas
FHH poverty is deepest in Parakou, Kandi and Lokossa. It is the lowest in PortoNovo, which is in stark contrast with the second place this city occupies in the ranking for poverty incidence. This contrast may partially be explained by the demographic importance of this city where relatively more poor women live, even though they are less poor than women in other agglomerations.
4.4
The Severity of FHH Poverty in Benin
Rural Areas
Relative to the entire rural area, FHH poverty is more severe in the Borgou, Collines, Ouémé and Plateau departments, indicating that there is more inequality among poor FHHs here than in other departments (Table 6 ). However, it should be noted that this difference is not statistically significant at the 5 percent level. 
Urban Areas
Analysis of the Determinants of FHH Poverty
The search for the determinants of poverty highlights the basic elements on which strategies to fight poverty, and poverty among FHHs in particular, should focus. Two methods will be used for this purpose: a descriptive statistical analysis of the determinants of poverty according to gender, and the integration of MHHs and FHHs into an econometric model of the determinants of poverty.
Method for Analyzing Determinants
The analysis of the determinants of FHH monetary poverty is carried out through econometric estimations using Logit models. The study evaluates the determinants of poverty for rural and urban areas separately taking the gender of household heads into account. Thus, four different analytical models have been specified, namely: analytical models of poverty in urban areas for FHHs and MHHs, as well as analytical models of poverty in rural areas for both types of households. In addition, the study carries out a nondifferentiated analysis according to gender for both areas of residence. The study seeks to determine the probability of whether or not a household is poor.
The procedure consists of explaining the binary variable y, representing poverty, which takes on the value of 1 if the household is poor (annual total expenditures lower than the corresponding department or city poverty line) and 0 if not, in terms of a series of explanatory variables (x1, xj,…, xp). The individuals in the sample are split into two groups:
the poor I 1 (y = 1), and the non-poor I 2 (y = 0), and the impact of some socio-economic and demographic variables is determined on a household's probability of being poor or not, without taking into account possible interrelations between these variables.
Theoretically, the study assumes that the probability a household has to belong to the first group I 1 (y=1), depends on values of the explanatory variables (x 1 …x j …x p ) observed for this household. An estimate of the probability for a household to belong to class 1, knowing that it is characterized by vector x = (x 1; x j; … x p ), is given by the logistic function: 1 Given data constraints, the dependency ratio was used in rural areas, and household size (in adult equivalents) in urban areas.
-The level of schooling of the household head; -The age of the household head; -The professional status of the household head It is assumed that the dependency ratio, household size and the age of the household head all have a positive impact on the probability of being poor. On the other hand, the level of schooling of the household head is expected to exert a negative influence.
As to professional status, it is expected that the status of a salaried employee, and that of a self-employed non-agricultural worker (in rural areas) or an independent employer (in urban areas) reduces the risk of being poor; whereas if the household head is a farmer, family helper or apprentice, the risk of being poor increases for the household. The increase in the risk of being poor is indicated by the positive sign of the coefficient estimate of the variable in the model, while a negative sign indicates a reduction in the probability of being poor. At the conventional 10 percent level of significance, each model tests the null hypothesis that all coefficients are equal to zero. The model takes into account the signs obtained. However, relative to the ranking of individuals according to whether or not they are poor, some model results are not very significant due to the small size of the samples resulting from the distribution of household heads according to gender.
Analysis of Poverty Differentiated according to Gender
This analysis distinguishes MHHs from FHHs.
Rural Areas
Estimation of the models dealing with individuals from rural areas was carried out using selected explanatory variables (household size, as well as the professional status, age and education of the household head). Coefficients were estimated by the maximum likelihood method (Appendix, Tables 5A to 9A). The two models specified for rural areas yield interesting results. Before looking at the separate models, we note that female-headed households are less likely to be poor (Table 5A ), in line with our observations in Table 1 .
FHH poverty and the professional status of female heads in rural areas: the professional status of female heads does not impact on the poverty of their households.
The influence of professional status on the probability of being poor is not significant for FHHs (Table 6A ). The modest social status of women, their low educational level, and their limited capacity to access assets, such as land, and credit may explain this result.
Women do not generally inherit land, but they can benefit from life tenancy of land or work as laborers on the farms of their spouses. As a result, they seldom have legal ownership of their land. Furthermore, when the means become available to purchase land, the land is usually unsuitable to be used for large-scale agriculture. As for MHHs, the rural area model is significant. When men are farmers or family helpers, they run 2.2 times more risk of being poor than those who work as salaried employees.
Household size and FHH poverty in rural areas: a large number of dependents further increases FHH poverty.
The results obtained indicated that the number of dependents in the household is a determining factor of FHH poverty in rural areas (Table 7A) . At the 5 percent significance level, household size has a positive impact on the risk of a household becoming poor if it is headed by a woman. A household with less than three members has a 50 percent less chance of becoming poor than a household whose size reaches six people or more. A similar result holds true, with greater significance, for households headed by men.
Age of the household head and FHH poverty in rural areas: the age of the household head explains little about the risk of poverty.
In rural areas, the age of the household head exerts little influence on the likelihood of being poor (Table 8A ). Among FHHs, the younger their head is (less than 35 years), the less they run the risk of becoming poor, compared to those headed by women aged 60 and above. The status of women, especially in rural areas, explains the weak impact that age has on the risk of poverty.
The same trend is observed among MHHs: the younger they are, the lower the risk of becoming poor, and this result is significant at the 1 percent level. Household headed by men aged between 45 and 60 years old have 1.2 times more chance of becoming poor than those with a head aged over 60. According to a study on the marriage rate of men (Donadjè, 1992) , Beninese men are more likely to become polygamous after 40 years of age. The high probability of having several wives may contribute to the further impoverishment of MHHs, insofar as the activity they have been engaged in all along is unlikely to drastically change at this stage of their lives, and the number of their descendents may be quite high, particularly in rural areas. With heads above 60 years old, MHHs might be less poor because the dependency ratio declines and they benefit more from income transfers from their offspring.
Education and FHH poverty in rural areas: the level of education of the household head is one of the most determining factors of FHH poverty in rural areas
In the case of households headed by women in rural areas, lower levels of education result in greater household exposure to the risk of poverty (Table 9A ). Women's illiteracy is a potential cause of poverty. Households headed by women who are not educated or literate in the country's official languages are twice as likely to be poor than are households headed by women with at least a primary level of education. The educating of girls is the best investment a country can make due to the impact of the associated social and private gains.
Education constitutes the fundamental variable among the determinants of demographic behaviors and poverty. A negative relationship is established between education, on one hand, and fertility, mortality, household size and poverty, on the other. In contrast, the relationship is positive between age at the time of marriage and the level of education. The same is true for MHHs: those with a head who is uneducated or illiterate are twice as much at risk of becoming poor than those with a head who is educated.
Urban Areas
The estimation of models for urban areas is carried out on the basis of the same explanatory variables used for rural areas (household size, professional, age, and the educational level of household heads), and the coefficient estimates were determined using the maximum likelihood method (Appendix , Tables 10A to 14A ). However, the variables retained for poverty analysis are more relevant in urban areas than in rural areas, regardless of the gender of the household head, as evidenced by their higher level of significance.
Before looking at the separate models according to gender of the household head, we look simply at the impact of the gender of the household head on the likely of a household being poor ( Table 10A ) and note that this is smaller for households with a female head.
FHH poverty and the professional status of women: self-employment keeps women in poverty in urban areas.
Households headed by females of different socio-professional categories are much more at risk of becoming poor than are those with heads who are working as salaried employees (Table 11A ). This observation also holds true for MHHs. This model thus confirms the fact that the probability of being poor increases when female household heads are independent employers. In the cities, greater self-employment equals greater exposure to poverty. At the 5 percent significance level, this risk differs little from that of households headed by unemployed women. The risk of becoming poor among households headed by female employers is multiplied by a factor of 1.83 compared to 1.98 for those with a head who is unemployed. One of the possible explanations for this result is the fact that female employers run their businesses in an informal sector that has become too large, dynamic and competitive in the last two decades or so. The unstable nature of business activity in this sector is discernable through the way in which the adopted activity is practised. Thus, women are in the majority among semi-sedentary (83 %) and itinerant (68 %) enterprises, but constitute only 39 percent in sedentary ones. The value added of enterprises managed by women is generally lower than for those run by men.
This unexpected result leads one to reflect on the opportunity to manage a personal small enterprise in the informal sector. It is generally accepted that by granting loans to women, they can potentially escape from poverty by practicing a profit-making business activity in the informal sector. However, it is important to emphasize that poverty reduction, notably for women, should also be based on the compulsory education of women and their inclusion in the formal sector of business activity.
Yet, the poor are not alone in the informal sector, and all the non-poor are not necessarily found in the modern sector. Homogenous groups can transcend the formalinformal divide. Thus, lower grade agents in private sector enterprises and parastatals are not necessarily different from a number of informal sector workers (Lachaud, 1994) . The formal-informal sector duality conceals the fact that the poor are exclusively limited to one sector, since the levels of wages or salaries can be as low in the formal as in the informal sector. The poor are not limited a priori to those who work in the informal sector, since the formal sector also harbors poor strata.
Household size and FHH poverty in urban areas: FHHs with more than six members are vulnerable to poverty.
The analysis of urban area results shows that if the size of a household headed by a woman is larger than six people, the probability of being poor is high, while the risk decreases for smaller households (Table 12A ). The same is true for households headed by a man: the larger the size, the more the household is exposed to the risk of becoming poor.
These results pose the question as to whether households are poor because they have a large size or rather they have a large size because they are poor. In general, a large-sized household headed by a man is large because the man chooses so. On the other hand, a large sized household headed by a woman may have a large size after the divorce or death of a spouse, particularly if the members of this household are children.
Age of the household head and FHH poverty in urban areas: the age of the household head is a risk indicator of poverty in urban areas.
Contrary to the results obtained in rural areas, the impact of the household head's age on the poverty level is very significant in rural areas (Table 13A ). The dummy « household head aged less than 35 » negatively affects the risk of being poor. For maleand female-headed households, the relationship between the age of the head and poverty is negative: the younger the female household head is (less than 35), the less her household is exposed to poverty. This result is similar to that in rural areas. The likelihood of becoming poor rises with family responsibilities and the risk of entering into a polygamous union.
Poverty reduction strategies should take this cultural dimension into account, in order to be able to reach the people targeted.
Education and FHH poverty in urban areas: as educational levels increase, fewer women are exposed to poverty.
The impact of the level of education on the risk of becoming poor is identical in both urban and rural areas: illiteracy is an aggravating factor of poverty (Table 14A ). Compared to households headed by men with a secondary level of education or more, those headed by a man with only a primary level education are 1.6 times more at risk of becoming poor. For uneducated individuals, the risk soars to 2.16. The effect of education does not differ according to gender. This result shows the important role of education in the fight against poverty, for both men and women, regardless of area of residence. The result obtained for men is highly significant, at the 1 percent level. The more women are educated, the less vulnerable they are to poverty. This result is consistent with that relating to professional status. The reality is that women with a high level of education prefer to work as salaried employees and often do not settle for self-employment.
Undifferentiated Analysis 2
The above results were obtained by taking the variable « gender » as a binary variable. It is clear that being a female household head has a negative impact on the level of poverty: the probability of FHH poverty is 30 percent lower than that of male household heads (significant at the 1 percent level).
When we pool FHHs and MHHs and control for all other household characteristics, we see that, in rural areas (Table 8 ) and urban areas (Table 9) , FHHs are still less at risk of being poor than are MHHs. This result puts into perspective the discourse on the feminization of poverty using survey data collected from FHHs. More research needs to be conducted using data that takes into all individual members of households. Surveys on the distribution of wealth within households are required to better understand the situation of women in all households, whether the head is male or female, in order to refute or confirm the feminization of poverty in Benin.
2 : The results obtained using the Logit method present the same trend as those proposed by Adegbidi Amselme and Gandonou Esaïe (2003) . 
Conclusion
Gender analysis permits a better targeting of categories of households/individuals in designing poverty reduction strategies. While ECVR2 and ELAM9 survey results demonstrate the reversal of the situation in favor of women, the different indicators calculated in this study call for sharper, more elaborate analyses that may confirm the advantage women appear to have gained relative to men in terms of the incidence of poverty. These results also suggest that female-headed households are nonetheless sometimes poorer in terms of the depth and severity of poverty. Male-headed households have a greater incidence of poverty than their female-headed counterparts in certain departments, but the latter experience more severe poverty.
In addition to this result, the link should be noted between women's activities and the fight against poverty. The search for the determining factors of poverty shows that to reduce the level and severity of poverty among female-headed households, girls should be educated and women taught to read and write. Given the link between poverty and activities practiced by women outside agriculture, the following may be asserted: women will not escape from poverty as long as they do not practice activities outside the informal sector.
Currently, all poverty reduction strategies relating to female poverty aim at granting micro-credit to women so that they can engage in income-generating business activities, often in the informal sector. This policy merits reconsideration given the precarious and uncertain results of informal sector participation found in this study. One efficient way to improve the living conditions of women, particularly in the rural sector and in the urban informal sector, is to encourage them to group together and organize themselves. An organization presents numerous advantages, as it would permit women to:
-access human, financial, and material resources; -rationalize their productive activities ; -reduce the risks and financial costs linked to credit ; -be more self-assured, more self-reliant, and more united ; -determine their needs and priorities themselves ; and -promote changes intended to improve their economic and social conditions. Moreover, emergency measures must be taken to help female-headed households stricken by extreme poverty to escape this situation.
Recognizing that investment in human capital is the most cost-effective investment for poverty reduction, education should become compulsory for all girls and boys in order to 24 increase the schooling rate in the secondary level and thus raise household living conditions. Theoretical and empirical research has established a positive correlation between education and economic growth. Education generates factors and behaviors that are conducive to economic growth, as it can lead women to find jobs both in the formal and informal sectors.
Education impacts on technical efficiency and creates the skills and competence necessary to produce the highest quantity and quality of goods. Education appears to be an efficient long-term poverty reduction strategy, the significance of which developing countries need to grasp and recognize as one of the foremost priorities requiring swift implementation. 
